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CHAPTER I: THE PROGRAM

Type of Program. This program was designed to pro-

vide instruction concentratingﬂdn the individual needs of
pPhysically handicapped children in kospital schools. It
was an intensive remedial reading program. It was organiz-
ed into small class units with emphasis on individualized
instruction. The program was tailored to meet the academic
retardation, physical handicaps and emotional stresses con-
tinually arising in the lives of the hospitalized children,

Purpose. The program was instituted in order to pro-
vide a structure that would prevent mental and physical
stagnation and academic regression, particularly in the
basic skill area of readingf The purpose of su?h interven-
tion was t$ help students cope more successfuliéﬂwith the
academic demands of their source schools during the next
school year,

Population. The program was designed to serve approxi-
mafely 330(*).handicapped children in 22 separate hospital
settings. Children on all school levelé who were confined
to the participating hospitals were eligible for the pro-

gram, The students were admitted on a voluntary basis,

(*) As always, the hospital stay of children in the program
was indeterminate. Many children did not stay the full
six weeks. As one child left, another, sometimes
several others, would be admitted to class rolls., Thus
the population figure of 330 was closely approximated
for every day of the six-week program. '
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through referrals from doctors or nurses, or through
teacher selection.

Length of Program, There were 28 teaching sessions
scheduled, The program began on July 1, 1975 and ended
on Aygust 8, 1975. The school day was scheduled to begin
at 8:30 and end at 12:00 Noon. |

Program Objective. There was one program objective,

namely: to help pupils achieve mastery of instructional
objectives in reading which they failed prior to instruc-
tion as measured by the CROFT (Redding) criterion refer-

enced test.

CHAPTER XX: EVALUATION PROCEDURES

Evaluation Objectives. There were three evaluation .

objectives. They were:

1. To determine if, as a result of participation
in the projram, 70% of the pupils master at
least omne instructional objective which prior
to the program they did not‘master.

2, To determine, as a result of participation in
the proéram, the extent to which pupils demon-

strate mastery of instructional objectives.

3. To determine the extent to whicech the program,
as actually carried out, coincided with the
program as described in the Project Proposai.

Implementation of Objectives. Evaluation objectives

#1 and #2 were implemented in the following ways:

~-Pretesting. - There were several possibilities --- - -

Q i , ‘ 6
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f?r movement of pupils through the

q program:
1, Pretest - NoneMastéry - Instruct;on on
CRO¥FT objectives.
2, Pretest - Mastery ~ Retest (until non-
mastery was encountered, then) Instruc-
. tion on CROFT objectives,
3. Pretest - Non-Mastery (on a level below
or above CROFT) - Instruction on other
than CROFT objectives,
Selection of the instructional objectives were made by

the teachers, This selection was based on information

from several sources. The level for pretesting was some-

-times based on information»obtainéd from records of city-

wide testing done in May, 1975 for Title I children. In

other instances teachers used informal tesfing procedures

such as oral reading from graded texts to ascertain error
, z

patterns and then selected "appropriate instruction at

levels from the CROFT., The Wide Rgnge Achievement Test

‘(WRAT) was also used as a pre-placement diagnostic tool

so that appropriate skill levels could be more logically
establisbed than was possible by simply equating the
child's designated grade level with competence in those
skills on the CROFT which were listed for the respective
grades.‘ | ‘

A diagnostic profile could be made for each child
who functioned within thé limits of the CROFT. The pres-

cription for teaching was provided by the error patterns



reqorded on the individual fecord cards provided by
CRdFT. (See Appendices A and B for both sides of
the record form).

Instruction. The period of instfuction, the type
of instruction, (individual-classroom, individual-bedside,
or small group) was determined by the teacher. This deter-
minatidn was made depepdent on staffing, the physical and
emotional condition of the pupil, and the type of activity
in which they were to be involved.

Posttesting. A posttest on each objective on wﬁigh
" "the pupil received instruction followed instructional |
sessions. Posttesting was done for all pupils except for
the 84 students listed in Table A (p.9 ) and for students
who mastered objectives on entry. The latter received no

instruction on the objectives mastered on entry and no

P o LN
(P e

posttests., (See Table B, p. 9 )

Evaluation Objective #3. The success of the third

evaluation objective was determined through field visits
(personal observation and interview), collectioﬁ of record
forms and supporting data such as instructional plans,
materials, and the dissemination and collection of an evalu-
ation form which gave the teachess, paraprofessionals and
teachers-in-charge an opportunity to evaluate the following
aspects of the program:

1. Hospital facility‘and stai f*

(%) Item 9 on actual evaluation form. See appendix C for
sample form. .

K ans
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2., Communication between sites, centers and home
office‘
3. Materials
A, Testing (availability)
B. Instructional
4, Format of progfam
A, Strengths
B, Weaknesses o
C. Test Instruments‘(etrengfhsvand weaknesses)

The number of visits and the sites to which visits were made

- by the evaluatov are listed in Table 1. Activities in progress

and those planned for were monitored using the Site Visit

form devised by the writer. (See Appendix E). Many

- factors were considered in evaluating the manner in which

the program was implemented. The types of exceptionali-
ties, the educational prognosis for them, the hoepital
setting, and the type and quantity of materials were some

of the variables that were‘recorded.

»Iﬁll:‘

rems s




TABLE 1

Hospital Sites -Borough # of Classrooms # of Teachers # of PP ¥%
Kingsbrook Jewish . : ‘
Medical Center K 1 1 (o)
*Downstate Medical
Center K 1 1 0
#*Kings County B(***) K 1 2 1
*Kings County E(***) K 2 3 1
Cumberland K 1 1 1
*Institute of (k)
Rehabilitation
Medicine M 2 2 1
I.C.D.Rehabilita~
tion & Research
Center M 1 1 0
*Beth Israel (%%¥) M 1 - 1 1
¥New Bellevue(*¥*). M 1 1 o
*University M 1 1 g
Mt. Sinai M 1 1 o]
#*#Special Surgery M 1 2 h )
*Harlem M 1 1 0
*Metropolitan M 1 1 (0]
Presbyterian M 1 1 (0]
*Lincoln X 1 1 o
*Morrisania X 1 1 . 0
*Bronx X 1 1 0
*Jacobi X 1 1 0]
*Fordham X 1 1 0
*St, Mary's (***) Q -6 6 6
#Triboro (*%*%*) Q 1 1 0
Totals 29 32 12
-*Sites visited '
**Paraprofessionals

‘*%*Multiple visits PRI I R

ERIC
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CHAPTER III: FINDINGS

Program Objective. The program appeared to be

successful in meeting its objecﬁive of helping pupils ackieve
mastery of‘instructional objectives in reading which they fail
prior to instruction as measured by the CROFT (Reading)
Criterion Referenced Test,

Evaluation Objective #1. This objective was: To

determine if, as a result of participation in the program, 70
percent of the pupils master at least one instructional ob ject-
ive which prior to the program they did not master. This

objective was met. This objective was achieved by 91.7 percent

of the population. Mastery of one to two objectives was achieved

by 65.4 percent of the students (N = 189). Thfee to four
objectives were mastered by 17.0 percent of the students (N = 49),
Mastery of mbre than four objectives was achieved by 9.3 percent

of the sﬁudents (N =~27). This d#té is outlined‘in TgblebD,

page 10. Data loss, or depressed gains are attribut;ble to the
fact that mastery may have been entered without suppﬁrtive inform-
ation, or inappropriately entered as mastery fdr areas that required
achievement of at least 75% and thus could not be counted;

(The reader is reminded of the lack of differentiation by some
teachers between mastery on entry and m#stery after instruction),

Evaluation Objective #2. This objective was met on a high

level of achievement, by 83 percent of the students recorded in
Table E. This objective was: To determine, as a result of
participation in the program, the extent to which pupils demonstrate

mastery of instructional objectives. A mastery level of 76 - 100

11
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percent of the objectives attempted after instruction was
reached by more than 50 percent of the population. There‘
. were 131 children (53.3%) who mastered objectives at this
level. (See Table E for additional information.)

Evaluation Objective #3. This objective was: To

determine the extent to which the pfogram, as actually
carried out, coincided with the prdgram as described in the
Project Proposal.‘ This‘objective was evaluated using
information gained in interview sessions with teachers and
_paraprofessionals,‘information from the program cbordinator,
materials gathered from the classrooms (submitted by the
teachers) and from direct obéervatioﬁ by the writer.
Deviations from theboriginal design wefe minor. The
deviations, however, highlight weak areas in the program
design and suggest that careful ;ttention be given to the
remediation of the underlying problems which produced the

differences between design and actuality.
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TABLE A
DISTRIBUTION OF PUPIL NON-MASTERY ON PRETEST AND NO POST-TEST
FOLLOW UP :
Pre-Test Failure Number of Pupils Percentage of
' Total Fopulation
N=375
9-10
7-8
34 2 . 005
1-2 : 82 . 22.000
Totals 84 22 005

TABLE B

DISTRIBUTION OF PUPIL MASTERY (*) OF INSTRUCTIONAL OBJECTIVES
PRIOR TO INSTRUCTION

Percentage of Mastery Number of Percentage
of Instructional Objectives Pupils of Pupils
76-100% 265 71.00
51-75% 26 7.00
26-50%
0-25%

(*) Achievement of 75% was considered as mastery for this
program

13
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TABLE C (see following pages)

'DISTRIBUTION OF PUPIL MASTERY BY INSTRUCTIONAL OBJECTIVE
AS A RESULT OF INSTRUCTION '

TABLE D

DISTRIBUTION OF THE NUMBER OF INSTRUCTIONAL OBJECTIVES
MASTERED AFTER INSTRUCTION

Number of Instructional Number of Percentage
Objectives Mastered Pupils of Pupils

None 24 8,3

1-2 189 65.4

3-4 ‘ 49 17.0

5-6 15 5.2

7-8 5 1.7

9-10 etc. 7 2.4

289

14
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TABLE C

*DISTRIBUTION OF PUPIL MASTERY BY INSTRUCTIONAL OBJECTIVES
AS A RESULT OF INSTRUCTION

Ratio of #
Instructional upil chieving maste;z No. of Percentage

Objectives pupilg gttempting mastery Pupils  of Mastery

%%
2-4-13 % 0 0-25

s 26-50 “;ﬁw

51=75

ko

76-100

-t
N

2=2~1 3 0=25%

26-50

51-75

~ 76-=-100

0-25
26=50

2-2-2 i 9

51-75
76-100

2-2=4 19 0=-25

26-50

51-75
76-100

2-2-5 | : i 0-25%

26-50

51-;5

on I+ lolo M N oo | b lololo b lololo

76-100

*

Each objective has scoring possibilities from 0-~100,

See Appendices A and B for CROFT record cards showing
objectives and levels of mastery.

**Centers with pupils above and below the scope of CROFT used -
materials and tests of their own choice. Those students are
not recorded here. - o
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TABLE C (continued)

DISTRIBUTION OF PUPIL MASTERY BY INSTRUCTIONAL OBJECTIVE
AS A RESULT OF INSTRUCTION

Instructional Ratio of # No. of Percentage
Objective pupils achieving mastery pupils of Mastery
pupils attempting mastery
2-1-1 12
22 6 0-25
3 26~50
3 51-75
10 76~100
2-1-2 16
18 0 0=25
— 0 26-50
3 21=75
15 76=-100
2-1-4 17
25 0 0-25%
3 26-50
12 51=75
10 76-100
2=1=5 5
. .5 0 0-25
0 26=-50
o 51=-75
5 76=100
2=1-6 18
24 0 0=25
0 26~50
6 51=75
18 76-100
2=1=9 10
1 3 0-25%
0 26~50
1 51=75
10 76=100

16
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TABLE C (continued)

DISTRIBUTION OF PUPIL MASTERY BY INSTRUCTIONAL OBJECTIVES
AS A RESULT OF INSTRUCTION

Instructional Ratio of # No. of Percernitage
Objective Pupils achieving mastery Pupils of Mastery
Pupils attempting mastery .
2
2-h-1 8 0 0-25
3 26=50
- . 4 51=75
1 76-100
2-4<2 2
4 i 0 . Q=25
1 26-50
1 51-75
2 76-100
2-4-3 1
2 0 0-~-25
\ 0 26-50
1 -51=75
‘ 1 76-100
2-4-4 7
10 0 0-25
L 26-50
1 51=75
5 76-100
2-4-6 12 —
23 - 17 0-25
3 26-50
13 _51-75
6 76-100
2-4-7 0
2 0 0-25
0 ‘26-50
2 51=75
0 76=100

17
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TABLE C (continued)

DISTRIBUTION OF PUPIL MASTERY BY INbTRUCTIONAL OBJECTIVES
AS A RESULT OF INSTRUCTION

Instructional Ratio of # No.of Percentage
Objectives Pupils achieving mastery Pupils of Mastery
Pupils attempting mastery

0 0-25
9
2-4-8 24 5 ___26=50
p— JE— - - e i e avan ey ,4_11_,, «j1-75‘- e v ettt
8 76=100
' -7
2-4-9 10 o 0-25
1 26-50
4 51-75
5 76~100

Total number of pupils .... 248

TABLE E

'DISTRIBUTION OF PERCENTAGE OF PUPILS ACHIEVING VARIOUS LEVELS
OF MASTERY OF INSTRUCTIONAL OBJECTIVES (*)

Percentage of Mastery of
Irngtructicnal Objectives

Number of Percentage of
Pupils Pupils

0~25 31 4.5

26-50 30 12,2

51-75 73 - 30.0

76-100 131* 53.3
T

¥Total plus 20 students passing on objectives 2-&-13
(special objectives)

18
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Timing of Instructional Sessions. The prdgram was

in operation from July 1lst to August 1l2th with instruction-
al gessions of 3% hours, beginning on July 2nd and ending
on August 8th. There was some descrepancy between the num-
ber of days planned for testing and instruction and the
number that were actually availabi;. Orientation sessions

July 1st7and July 7th and collection of test materials and

records on August 4th and 5th, reduced the amount of data
available, though there was sufficient supportive data to
measure all objectives, The time for instruction was some-
times reduced by pupil absence due to visits to or by medi-
cal specialty units."Short term admissions or early dis-
chariges further reduced the amount of testing, instruction
and re-testing that was possible.

‘Record Keeping. Differentiétions between non-mastery
because of insufficient instruction, ndn-mastery after in-
struction, and unexpected exits because of medical discharge
were not uniformly made. Hence,‘reasons‘for no post~tests
cannot be stated unequivocally. The information in Tables
A an& B then must be interpreted with the knowledge that
the infofmation from which they were drawn was not oomplete,
Two factors may account for gaps in the test records: 1lack
of familiarity with the instrument, and delay in acquisi-
tion of testing procedures, manuals and materials.

Records on the length of stay and time devoteq to in-
struction per pupil were not uniformly kept., Statistics

on these aspects of the program were recorded for some

19
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centers by the evaluator personally oxr supplied by teachers.
Variations in the time for the school day existed, as well
a3 the length of the school day. Early morning arrivals by
some teachers'paralleled the breakfast, bathing, dressing
hospital routine. Teachers in somé‘facilities used this
-‘time to wvisit the wards to check fqr new admissions or dis-

charges atfecting their registers, Some teachers on evalua-

tion visits staved as late as 1:30 at their own insistence,

seeking clarification of procedures.

Instructional Content. The major focus of the instruc=-

tional sessions was on reading. A variety of materials was
used. Films and filmstrips were used to motivate the chil=
dren to read. Puzzles, reading games and language stimula-
tion activities were used. At least an hour and a half of
reading or reading related experiences were engaged in by
most students at each‘session. This included intensive in-“
dividual instruction, independent review, and small group
activities. Change of pace activities include&’music, arts,
crafts and discgssions. Mathematics instruction was geared
‘toward furthering reading skills. This included problem
solving activities and practice in reading number words.

Materials; The late arrival of testing materials and
‘uncertainty about testing procedures reduced the amouht of
testing and re-testing that could have been done. The Quan-
tity and quality of instructional materials varied from site
to site. Some centers were well-stocked with children's

literature as well as instructional texts. Othérs weré less

20
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adequately provided for either bécause the available
material was beyond the level of the population or the
teacher felt uncomfortable.uéing "winter stock" belong-
"ing to another teacher without permission. One center
‘in the Bronx‘was the recipient of special funds for sup-
plies from the staff of the host hospital., Another tea-

cher was able to secure materials, including xeroxing

privileges from her winter job and thus could function

more adequately in that center,

Evaluation Returns., Thére were 33 responses to the--

EVALUATION OF SUMMER PROGRAM FORM. Respomses to sections of the form

varied. Not everyone responded to every section. See Appendix C
for the form to which the following responées were made,

Communication. There were numerous breakdowns in

communication which resulted in a fairly dangerous isola-
tion of teachers from program goals, proper procedure, and
supportive services, even by telephone, The telephone sys-
tem in some hospitals was chronically out of order. In
otlher cases, because of bedside‘visits, or distribution of
pupils on several floors, teachers were often not accessible
by phone., However, most of the personnel (81.8%) who re-
sponded to the 1975 evaluation form rated communication good
to satisfactory (N=27) for communication with the office and
project sites and éenters. Five persons (15%) rated communi-
cation as fair. ‘Rating of classfoom'location, equipment and

materials by project staff was good. Twenty-—four persons

21



(70.5%) rated location good, six (16%),satisfaétory and
three (9%) as unsatisfactory. Equipment and materials
were rated by 58% (N=20) as good,‘zo% (N=7) as ample and
9% (N=3) as insufficient. |

Program Goals, The format of the program was rated

as to strengths and weaknesses as was the test instrument

(CROFT). Program goals were not always interpreted ac-

curately by hospital staff and the classroom was seen as

a suppleﬁent or an alternaéi?e to the recreation room.
Arrival of students was another problem area. In some inf.
stances students did not arrive for instruction in the
classroom before 9:15, 9:30. Physical therapy, occupation-
al therapy, medication schedules, tests and visits by the
doctor, further diminished the time for instruction.

Of the 27 persons responding to this section of the
evaluation forﬁ, 23 rated the emphasis on reading, the
diagnostic facets, individualization of instruction and
the specificity of:problem areas (via the CROFT) as
streﬁgthb (85%). The amount of record keeping required
by this program and the short span‘of the program were cited
as weéknesses by 20 persons (74%). The other responses
cited short supply of materials necessitating xefoxing,
and the amount of time spent in testing as opposed to

teaching time, as weaknesses.

-

22
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CHAPTER IV: SUMMARY OF MAJOR FINDINGS,
CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The pfogram objective appears to have been achieved in
that the evaluation objectives were met. Evaluation objective
#1 was met by 91.7 percent of the population. Evaluation
objective #2 was met at a high level also. Fifty-fhree percent

of the children mastered objeétives on a level of at least 76

percent.

The quality of the staff was high-and their involve-
ment was exemplary. They worked with a good sense of
responsibility but were frustrated by:
1. lack of knowlédge of proper testing procedures,
2. insufficient and delayed dissemination of materials,
3. rapid entry and exit of pupils.,

Recommendations. This program responds to the need

for continu;ty of education for hospitalizedwéhildren whose
chronic éonditions neceésitéte*lengthy hospital stays. It is
lesé responsive to the needs of acute problems since severe
”hillness and rapid recovery (and discharge) preclude iatensive
or‘sustained instruction. The diagnostic component answers
a real need for specificity of attack on academic problems.
The lack of follow-up was unfortunate. The following
recommendations are beiﬁg made'on the basis of observation of
the program and additional data collected in the role of evaluator.
It is recommended that:

1. The program be re-funded.

2, ' The program be re-written to include pre-program

23
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orientation, introduction to materials, and training inu
 their use, . R
3. Teachers keep, and submit for analysis, records
which include lengtk of time on rolls and number of-éessions‘
of instruction.,
4, The records of diagnostic and instructional work

done in the program be forwarded to the pupils! parents and

Tt o "their"home sc hools,

5. The budget be increased to include instructional

materials for centers.

6. Criterion Referenced materials continue to be

utilized as diagnostic tools,
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PROGRAM ABSTRACT

Title I e
’ B/E #09-61607
Summer, 1975

This ﬁrogram was désigned to prdﬁide intensive reading
instruction to individual hospitalized, handicapped children.

«w&he instructional strategies were adopted to answer the needs

of children who were academically retarded, physically handi-

work was to be geared toward‘the‘prevention of mental and physicﬁl
stagnation, and academic regression, particularly in the area ofx
reading. ‘ ‘ |

B/E project #09-61607‘served 375% éhildren in 22 hospi-
tal settings. There were 29 clasérooﬁs with 32 teachers. The
cléssraoms were located in the Bronx, quoklyn, Manh#ttan, and
Queens. Twelwve.paraprofessionals were aésigned to the érog?am.
0f the twelve assigned, nine were observed dur;pg site visits,
Three student teachers and several volunteers iﬁcreased fhe
stéff in ét least three centers. The program began on Jﬁly 1,

1975 and ended on August 12, 1975.

The CROFT (Reading) Criterion Reference Test was used as
the official diagnostic and evaluation instrument. The evaluation
objectives were met. Approximately 92 percent of the pupils
‘méstered at least one objective whigh prior to the program they
: ’ did not master. Fift& three peréent_of the pupils mastered at |
least 76 percent of the instructional objectives to which they were

exposed after having demonstrated previous non mastery.

* A hospitalized population is subject to frequent departures. As
children left, others replaced them. The population count approx-
. imated 330 for each day of the program. ‘ ‘

25
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- The University of the State of New York I
THE STATE EDUCATION DEPARTMENT (22)
Bureau of Urban and Community Programs Evaluation ‘ :
Albany, New York 12234
- MAILED INFORMATION REPORT FOR CATEGORICALLY AIDED EDUCATION PROJECTS
SECTION III -

1974~75 School Year

Due Date: July 15, 1975

SED Project Number 31017151010 7 5 olrL{0o| |S

BE Function Number (N.Y.C. only) [O |9 6 |116 107

Project Title Summer Program for Hospitalized Handicapped Childre;l---~(i975)‘

School District Name 75 - Special Schools (DSEPPS)

School District Address 110 ‘Livingston Street

Brooklyn, N. ¥. 11201

Name and Title of Person Completing this form:

Name Mary McKnight-Tavior, Ed,D,

Title Project Evaluator
Telephone Number 516 ‘ 486-3110
: (Area Code)

Date this form was completed Nov. /_ 15 / 1975 |
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32.

33.

34.

35.

(23)

Program Abstract: Please provide an abstract of your project, including
aspects of the project which account for highly positive results. Provide
a summaryv of the findings in relation to the objectives, as well as a descrip~-

tion of the pedagogical methodology employed.

Date activities began _7 /1 / 75 ‘ Date activities ﬁn’.ll terminate 8 /12/ 75
: Mo. Day Yr. Mo. Day Yr.

More than

Project time span ___ School
l 1 year

(check one): ll___l Year 2'2' Summer 3|:| 12 Mos. 4'_

Project is: 1':' New ZTZI Resubmitted 3|:| Continuation
(Title III only)

A. 1If project is resubmitted, please indicate number of years operated:
I:' 2 years | | 4 years

l:' 3 years IZ] 5 or more years

27
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‘ 30, Criterion Referenced Test Results:

(ZH)dj

In the table below, enter the requested information about criterion re-

ferenced test results used to evaluate the effectiveness of short treatments (less than 60 hours) in reading
or mathematics, Use the instructional objective codes provided on pp.2-4 of the instruction manual, Provide
* only those instructional objective codes which were addressed by the treatment and provide separate data for
each test used and each level tested, Use additional sheets if necessary, Record in colunns 2 3 end 4 only -
~ those participants who completed both tests, - :

Ptetest Posttest
o Yo. of Pupils No..0f | No. of. .
I P g Corponent " |Pupils | Pupils -
~ Code |- Instructional | Dublisher ~ | Level | Code | Sudgroup Passmg Falling from | fron
. Odjective ' v Uy Col 2 | Col. 2,
- T : ‘ %s%ff. , (2) 1?.assme uFallzgg
2101 | Letter Recognition geryiceg P 60861 ] H [Data | 2 | 12| 10
“-"‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ -
mz.u,cnm . L L NI I IR AT -
2 C.o.nsonant(mmPA ) ' ) - N 0 | x 8 |
'zm.7- Joyls . " " N JR.ER |
AR B e R R N A
201 | Coapound Words | " L LI L 3 31 -0
gz_q_g | Contractions ' " ' L 9- 9.1 0
.+ .| Profixes & | - B o
200 | 5utpives ' R LI Ko
| 1108 ] ] '
S - . f |
2205 ' ] ] g (I ] LI i | 0
hei c' | -
2k0k | Details ' B LR R LA A T B § 13
2406 | Main Ideas " 1 " l Yot 2 2] .1
- Urawing | ] ‘ 1
2408 - | Conclusions " 1 g R R A R b
¢ Inferences, . , . -
2503 ‘. Causpd Effect " 1 ol L 10 TPy
| TOTALS I - 265 168‘ ‘_97..

"28 ¥Recording procedures varied, Only pooitive failures could be reliably alcertuned.

~ 1/ Indicate the cozponeat code used in previous sections of this report used to describe treatment and population.
2/ Previda deta for the following groups separately. Yeglected (code as ¥), Delinquent (code as D), Bilingual

B KC ode 25 B) and fardicapped (code as F) Place the indicated code letter in tne last cousn to 51go1fy the .
atbg.oop evaluated. ' T | ' -




APPENDIX A:
APPENDIX B:

APPENDIX C:
APPENDIX D:
APPENDIX E:

APPENDIX F:

APPENDICES

CROFT - Individual Record Card - Diagnostic Reading
Comprehension Test.....cccvvvvevsaacenvcccs

CROFT - Individual Record Card - Diagnostic Word -
Analysis Test..............l.......l.......

SAMPLE FORM - Evaluation of Summer.Program..........

DATA COlleCtion Fom..-..-.....g.o..o.-v.....-.-....o.

Site Visit Record Fomou.0.0......0.0.0...........0.‘. .

DATA Collection Form - Lesson_Plans................

25 and 25 A

26 and 26 A

27

29

30

32




Name

Indi\?idual Record Card

Date of Birth

. . LevelP
Date

Pretest Mastery

Joes te

T

Pattern ldentification
cl - classificatio:*

$q - sequence
cs - causation

cp - comparison

Paragraph Reading Objectives

(25)
- APPENDIX A: ‘
the McGuire-Bumpus

diagnostic :
reading comprehension

test

Level |

Date

Pretest Mastery

.,,E l{‘[‘c k,mmw,-w “ wlﬁ.w e

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

A-1: The learner will recognize and select the detail taken },’ .} ;‘ 4 1 2 3 4‘
directly from the paragraph that best c0mp!eté§ a sen- 5 6/ ‘7 8 5 6 7 8
tence. {Test A, Item 1) ‘9 10 11 12 g9 10 11 12
A-2: The learner will select a translaiion of a detail from the| 3 .2 2 /4’ 1 2 3 4
raragraph that best completes the sentence. (Test A, ] & ),& ,J/. 8 5.6 7 .8
ftem 2) 910 Y J2 g 10 11 12
>3 - - L
T 7 "L_q.' l;-g: The learner will recognize and select the signal words /ﬂ[g /i.‘s “{ g: 2: zg :: '
M) ‘{-“ ) relating to the paragraph pattern. (Test A. ftem 3) f()t ; | os s
\* h - {54 cp cl.¢cs sq
A-4: The learner wiil select the one response that best ex- gd ; ;g -:: g: g: :g (s:g
presses the main idea of the paragraph. (Test A, Item 4) cﬁ , s’ ;q P o cs sq
J 7 . .
B-1: The learner will complete a sentence by selecting a 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
detail that is implied by the information given. (Test B;] 5 6 7 8 5.6 7 &
Item 1) ) 9 10 11 12 9 10 11 12
B-2: The learner will select a statement that tells the relation- gz (s:lq :g 2: gg (S:lq :g g:
ship among the ideas in the paragraph. (Test B, item 2) d cs sq cl cd cs sq o
. cpsq sq cs cP sq sq cs
B-3: Tne learner will select the main idea that may be inferred cz c|q cg cs cz clq cg cs
from information in the paragraph. (Test B, item 3) ‘ cl cs sq ci c ¢ sq cl
C-1: The learner will analyze a paragraph and select the{ 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
question (main idea) that best states the problem. (est] 5 6 7 8 5 6 7 8
C.ltem 1) 9 10 11 12 9 10 11 12
C-2:  The learner will select the hypothesis that best fits the] ; g ? g ; g ;3 g
ituation. (T . ‘
situation. ( estQ item 2) 9 10 11 12 9 10 11 12
C-3: The learner will distinguish between relevant and ifre-| 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
levant details and select whichever is called for. (TestC.{ 5 6 7 8 5 6 7 8
Item3) . : 9 10 11 12 9 10 11 12:
D-1: The learner will select the criterion that is the most| 1. 2 3 4 1 2 3 -4
appropriate basis for making a judgment, (TestD,| 5 6. 7 .8 5 6.7 8.
ftem 1) 9 10 11 12 9 10 11 12
D-2: The learner will select a judgment based on the cri- ; g ;3 g ; . g ? g
. terion. (TestD. tem & 9 10 11 12 g 10 11 12 .
R 3 B e ol educaonal serviors s 973

i



'\Name

N Date of Blrth

v/

Date

~ Pretest  Mastery

Readiness Objectives

Individual Record Card

the McGuire-Bumpus

diagnostic

reading comprehension

observation checklist

GOAL A: ORAL LANGUAGE READINESS

PR-2  Given an appropriate chaice of tustrations of several

OLA-T Gren an approptale abec or Suaton, e e familiar objects or events. the learner wil choose threg

' 1hat belong to the same class (based on a recognizable
wil talk about it 1n one or more simple sentences. Con- charactenslic).labe them, and el why they belong to-
crete Level gether. Semi-abstract Level. ‘

OLR-2  Gwven an appropriate graphic alustraion of things and ‘
events wilhin his experence. the learner wil talk about i PR-3 Giwen four dictaled words. three of which belong to the
in one or mare simple sentences. Semi-abstract Level. ‘ same class, the fearner il select the three that belong

: together and tell why they do. Abstract Level,

OLR-3  Gwen an appropriale oral stimulus, the learner wil ‘
talk in one or more simple sentences about past or an- PR-4  Given an appropriate group of objects, the learner wil
ticipated experiences related 10 1. Abstract Level. seriate them by size, shades of color, lexture, elc Con-

‘ crete Level.
GOAL B: WRITTEN LANGUAGE READINESS .
PR-5  Given three appropriate pictures, the learner wil se-

WLR-1  Guven an appropriale object or stuation, the learner wil quence them and tell the story they depic!. Semi-ab-
dictate in two o three simple sentences an experience stract Level.
slory aboul what he is currently doing. He will “read"

1 back from memory with more an hallthe words cor- PR-6  Given three simple oral directions, Ihe learner willfollow
rect. Concrele Level, them in sequence. Abstract Level.

WLR-2  Given an appropriate graphic illustration ol things ang PR-7  Given an appropriate silualion for discussion, Ihe learn-
events within his experience. the learner will dictate an er will give plausible reasons why an event is occurring
experiene story about it in two or three simple sen. or predict its possible oulcomes. Concrete Level.
tences, Ke will “read” it back from memary with more ‘ ‘ ‘
than hall the words correct. Semw-abstract Level. PR-8  Given an app‘r‘opria!,e piclure, the learner will explain

whal is occurring and give plausible reasons for it or

WLR-3a Given an appropriate oral shmulus, the fearner will dic- describe possible outcomes of the event depicted.
tate in two or three simpie sentences an expenence ‘ L -
story about & past or anticipated experience, He il ‘PH-9 Given an oral story containing. instances of the cau§e-
“read" 1t back rom memory wih more than hal the eflect pattern, the learner will relate why somelhmg
words correct happened or will describe the effects of certain acnons

- ‘ Abslracl Level. ‘ !

WLR-3b Given the mastery of the preceding objectives and prac-
tice in recogmizing words taken from the stories, the ~ PR-10 Given three objects, two of which are alike, the learner
learner will recognize at sight @ mimimum of 10 words, ~ vill choose the two that are alike and tell how the other
Abstract Level ane is different. Concrete Level,

‘ n PR-11 Given pictures of three objects, two of which are alike,

GOALS C, D, E, F: PATTERN READINESS | the learner wil indicate the two that are alike and lell

X ‘ - o - how the other one is dilferent, Semi-abstract Level.

PR-1Given an appropriale choice of several familiar objects,

- the learner wil chaose three that belong 1o the same ' :
class (based on a selected characteristic such as color, - PR-12 Given the names of two objects familiar to him, lhe‘j

size. shape, texture. weight, nature, function. efc.). label

-~ them (call.them by name), and tell why they belong lo- |

gelher Concrele Level.

learner wil tell how they are afike or diferent, Abslracl ‘

Level

3




.

v Name " Iﬂleldual RQCOl'd Cal'd the COOPER-MCGUlRE
 Date of ith " | diagnostic
o : Word- analysns
__ Date 2. Date test
" Pretest Mastery o L Pretest Mastery.
S READINESS OBIECTIVES &
ms b e | |
GoalA’ ‘ , r -f Lo P The learner will be able to make new words ’b ; :;k)‘s
R 1:_ Given groups ol four leters, the learner wi d:n h a : by substitting il consonanis i known, - I“
be able‘lo select and mark the loter he | w1 g 0 diteted words wih 100% accury,(Tas g | g
hears dictated by the teacher with 80% | k vy i Py y W
accuracy. (TestR 1) iy g9 o« ‘ ko cls) v
1 ¢ z
1 ¢
R 2: The learner will be able to write the letlers :n ’s lb : P4 The Iearg‘ar ?;ill be able to use the cqnlexl % ‘
of the lphabel in scrambled order as dic- |, i plus the inital consonant sound to fgure 0203 40
tated by the teacher, with 80% accuracy. Wi g out unknown words with 80% accuracy, 5 60 70 80
(TestA2) 0ok vy (TestP4) % 100
y Q% 2
GoaIB' T o L P 5 The learner wil be abe to recognize the bog ot
R 3 Given lowr pictues whose names begn | % 7 1 20 cansonant corresponding 1o the sound he mnop o
wilh thres different sounds the leamer wil | &7 33 40 47 Nears at the end of two dcaled words wil s g k
be able to mark the two beginning withthe | 53 60 &7 73 100% accuracy. (Test ) ve ge te 2
same sound as two dictaled words with | 80 87 93 100 o X :
80% accuracy, (Test R 3)
P6: Theleamer wil be atleto indicate whether . ‘
, L ol%o0 10
, a given consonant sound is heard'at the. N 08 g
R 4 When the teacher says the separate sound beginning, middie, or end of a dictated oo
elements of aword, the learner wil beaple | % 02 word with 80% accuracy. (Test P 6) naow o,
1o blend them and say the word win 0% | 0 40 50 60 -
accuracy. Test R 4) 080 9% 100 oo owhoth
o s b
. ' 18 ¢ d g
GoalC % P 7. The learner wil be ab‘le to recognize the o g oy
R §: Given four choives, the learner wil be able L consona.nl 'blend or digraph he hears'al pog s o :
lo mark the word tha s the same g5 e | & 0 B 40 the beginning of wo dictated words with REETER
44 st sty (g, | B 0 5 € 100% acurey, (TestP7) v s ow
irst word with 80% accuracy. (Tes ) B 1007 8 9 % sl
85 90 95 100' Fser she
PHONICS OBJECTIVES (comonart R
‘ ‘ ‘ ) tr wh o
Goal A o mos b oy P 8: The laarner wil ba able to make new words {opb
P 1 The loamer wil be able o recognizohe || ! P o) © - bysubstituting initalconsonam blendsand  |'sn ¢t b
consonan! corresponding to the sound e | 9 1 W cls) digraphs in known dictated words with dr sty
‘hears 2l the beginning of two dictated hol k o 100% adcuracy, (TestP8) & str- ch L
words with 100% accuracy. (TestP) . -~ |V ¥ | 1 N : sphocrsm e |
‘ ‘ ST g ‘ QU g
—— [
' o I LR T L | $hostot
E P 2: The leamer will be able to recallthe sound -~ [ P . d I‘-:b“‘ g P : The loarnar will be able 1o recoghize the Iy k ,nt‘_
ik of a given consonant and malch ttoapic. | ! - :1 rok consonan b r diraph e e o IE—
1 e beginning withthe same sound with | ¥ W Igm the end of two diclaled words Wilh 100% A dge s n %
| IR 104ty Tt P) S A sy, ebs) o e ]
EMC R c(s): Tek-mp 100




. Pretest Mastery

PHONICS OBJECTIVES (Vowels)

—Dae
Pretest Mastery

iR

0 i e a

Goal B a U e u

P 10: The leamer will be able to recognizeand |, o ;
write the vowet he hears in 2 dictated word e 2 0 i
with 100% accuragy. Test P 10) V0 'i .......... 2

P 11: The learner will be able to ditterentiate i a uoe
between the long and shor! vowel sounds a 1 o e
when they are presented in dictatedwords |
wilh 100% accuracy. (Test P 11)

P 12: The learner will be able to identily the iU oa a
vowel heard ina dictatedwordandrecord  |€ e i er
whether its sound is long, short, or r-con- a2 o o i
trolled with 100% accuracy {TestP 12) 0 u oy

P 13; The leaner will be able to identity the |00 aw ai ea
letters representing the vowel digraphor+ [ow 0 ou oa
diphthong he hears when these sounds are | €€ - Ow 00 e
dictaledwilhwﬂ%accuracy.(TeslP13) y au ew oy

P 14; The learer wil be able to indicate the % 010 2
vowels he hears in dictated words ol one 0 4 50 6
or more syllables with 83% accuracy, 0080 0 100
{TestP 14)

P 15 Given statements of the most common o
vowel principles, the leamer will be able Prnnmples 59
1o indicate which. one applies to a given L
word with 100% accuracy. (Test P 15) P ‘3 2

P 16: Given a listof nonsense words, the Jearner ‘
will be able to mark the vowels toindicate | Principles 4 §
whether they are long, short, r-Controlled, - |2 3 12
or unsounded with 100% accuracy. (Test |1 4 3 5
P 16)

% 0

P 17: Givenalistol nansense words, the learner 5 1015 2
will be able to pronounce them according - | 25 0B 40
o the Jetter sounds and vowel principles |45 50 55 g0
that have been taught with 100%accurecy. 165 70 75 80
(TestP17) 8 90 95 100

STRUCTURAL ANALYS!S OBJECTIVES
GoaIA ‘
S 1 The learner wil be able to_idenlify the c :
. simple endings that denote tense (ed, ing), | €901 edled) s
- number (5, es), person {5, es), possesson | &St N9 €5
. (s),and comparison (er,est) when inflected :’ e

lorms of words are dictaled with 100%

accuracy. (Test$ 1)

% 010
§ & The learner will be able to identity the raot N4 v50 l 0
word in an inflected form-{having an eng- | |70 S0 0. 100
ing) or in a derived lorm (having a prefix or . .
- sulfix) with 100% accuracy. {Test S 2) U0
| N0 %0 8
0080 90 10
Goal® U
$3 leenacorppou'm'i wo'rk, the learner will 040 50 60
b(leablelodwmdevltmtonscomponentpans 70.80-.90 100
with 80% acceracy. (Test § 3) : ‘
$ 4 The learner will be able towrite the two % g~ 10 20 .
wards for which & conlraction stands with {30 40 50 60
100% accuracy. (Test S 4) 70 80 %0 100
yooinonn
ness dis ful
S 5 The leamer vl be abl todentily prefies |7 & - ment
and sulfires ina stol derivatives wih 100% | ¥erd. &b 'ty
aceuracy. (Test §5) e, Ielss‘ b
. fe ms: ish
| o it
§ 6 Given  list of prefixes and suffises, the [ . o
learner will be able to identfythe affixtobe -~ | % 010 |
added o a given roo! word fo make sense |30 40 50 . 60 -
,in a sentence with 100% accuracy. (Test (70 80 80 100 |-
$6) S o
GoalD % 0 ‘2‘0 1
§ 7: The learner will be able to indicate the num. 2: ‘ag _3: > 0. ;
ber ol syllables heard in'a dictated word by . ;g
counting the . vowel -sounds with' 100% i 10 '75 0|
accuracy, (TESTS7 bR
(TS B %0 % 10
§ & The learner wil be able to apply vowel prin- L 37
Ciples 1o syllables and indicate whetherthe | rinciples - N
vowel sound in a sylable is long, shoor |1 2 V|
r-controlled with 100% accuracy (Test $ ) 323 “5
S‘S: Given a list o wo- syllable nonsenséwords N - -
the learner will be able to divide theminto * | Principles o
gylables accoring 1o the principles of | 2~ 1 3 6.
syllabucanon with.100% accuraey, (Test § < (4 5 173
) 12 8.6 4
§ 10 Given a list of two-syllable nonsense IE |
Words, the leamer w be able to pro- (% )
‘nounce them, making appication of vowel |8 17 &5 33|
Sounds and principls 1o sylables with - | 42 50 58 - 8T
100% accuracy. (TestS 10 3 33 92 100

EKC DUCATIONALSERVICES mc 90

Provided by ERIC.
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Paraprofessional Teacher Teacher In Charge

EVALUATION OF SUMMER PROGRAM

Summer, 1975 Evaluator: Dr. Mary McKnight-Taylor

STAFF STATISTICS

1. Educational Level

__High School __2 Yrs of college 4 yrs college
__Masters‘ __Other (2 Master's,credits above Master's, etc.)
2., Number of years (teaching, assisting) in regular education.

——

3. ____ Number of years (teaching, assisting) in special education.
4, ___ Number of Summers in this program.

5. __ (yes) __(: } Special training in testing. (If yes, please

indicat - _____collegé courses ___Board of Educ. Seminars
other.
6. __(yes) ___(no) Special training in teaching reading.
(If yes, please indicate: | college courses
reading specialist.

7. Percent of time spent during the regular school year

on reading or reading related activities.

8. Your areas of strength:
1diagnostic
—___ Tremedial procedufes
knowledge of materials

’creati#ity in producing materials

‘khowledge of language other than English:

I __ speak understand __ write
Yiddish, : Italian
-7 3 ‘ , |
Spanish, ' 3 e Other

et e et e e i A PPEND K Gre e



28 . ‘ : Lo :
(28) 'Evaluation of Summe:vProgram

Page 2
; HOSPITAL FACILITY AND STAFF
if 9. Classroom | )
- (a) Location: good . satisfactory
unsatisfactory | '
(b) Equipment and matefials: good _ ample

e insufficient

V7 "10, Communication between sites, centers and home office

good | fair peori

(Cite examples)

11, Materials

(a) Testing: available in sufficient quantity

not available in sufficient quantity

' available wixg delay

(b) Instructional: “

limited range : wide range
insufficient quantity - sufficient quantity
made my own bought new materials

borrowed from winter stock

12. FORMAT OF PROGRAM

Strengths -

Weaknesses . ST

Testing Instruments - Strengths and Weaknesses (Pleaso UBG:
‘ . - hex.
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DATA COLLECTION ~~FORM
PROJECT: B/E # 09-61607 Evaluator: Dr. Mary McKnight-Taylor

SUMMER PROGRAM FOR HOSPITALIZED HANDICAPPED CHILDREN

Please keep records which will supply the following‘information:
1. Entry Level ...... Objective(s) Number and category
2. Characteristics of pupils:

a, Pﬁysical condition

b. Mental level ¢

c. Energy level (scale of 1 to 5)

-

d. Attention span (scale of 1 to 5)
e. Special problems
3. Time spent in reading or reading-related activities:
a, Objective | |
b. Textbooks (Science; Basal, etc.)
~¢c. Language Arts
4, Type of instruction group:
a. Small
b. Individual
c. Bedside
d. Independent work
5. Instructor:
a. Teacher
‘.,'Q o b. Para-professional
c. Volunteer
6. Materials (*)
Names
ﬂanufacturers or publishers

Skills which it develops, etc.

(*) Teacher Made o 40 S o S
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SITE VISITS
Dr. Mary McKnight-Tayloxr " Date
Number of students _____ Time

# teachers

# volunteers

# paraprofessionals

ACTIVITIES OBSERVED

Teaching of Reading .

Skili(s)

—— ___ Teaching of Math _ Testing
— VWard visits Pre Post
—  Escorting children Yes No Interaction with

Hospital Staff

—__ Conferences with nurses , Nurse
——_ Arts and crafts Doctor
—  Monitoring of class activities Other
' Puzzles, games, etc.
- Filmstrips
— Listening activities (____recorda —— stories)

GrOuBings
classroom Individual with teacher

Individual with Paraprofessional

Independent Bedside

Types of Exceptionalities

Orthopedic problems C.P. » wheelchair

Restricted uppei‘ extremities - other

41
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SITE VISITS
Page 2

COMMENTS
General impression of effectiveness of program as observed.

Program goals being met? To what extent?

Special problems as cited by staff:

Problems noted by evaluator:

APPENDIX E (cont.)

42
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DATA COLLECTION FORXN

PROJECT: B/B #09-61607  SUMMER PROGRAM FOR HOSPITALIZED RANDICAPPED CHILDREN, 197%

o~ ; o
(‘}'1 - Bvaluator: Dr, Mary Mcknight-Taylor
A\ "4
1 # #5 % HOW WELL
"WHO | GIVEN WHAT DOES WHAT WITH VHOM )ACCURACY TIME
| MATERIALS ACTIVITY , SPENT
|
1
3 |
:
<

i




